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REMARKS/ ARGUMEMTS 


Specification 


ParagraphS [00 ° 7 " attd V*" 1 * «-ve bee, amended to reflect the atnendments ,o 

independent claims 19 and 32. 


Cairns 19, 20, 23. 25, 26. 29, 32. 4! and 42 have been tended. Cairn 43 is new. No new 
matter has been added. 


Claims Rejections - 35 USC §112 

EX8miner ^ rejeCted C,aimS 36 - 35 and 40 under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph 
filing ■» comply with the written de.crip.ion recent as the application as originlly filed 
makes no reference .hat the communication mean, includes infrared signals, or that the edge 
position measuring system is a motion System of ar] infrared system 

As for chin, 36, the appiication as Wed clearIy ^ the C6nmmilicfltfoll ^ 

mcludes electronic signals. !„ hi s arguraeilt reIating tQ ^ rcjecdoii rf ^ ^ ^ ^ 

USC » 103 (page 10 of the Final Office Action), the Esan^er states that "it is taken as well 
known and convention*, ta replace me electronic sifinal means wMIy Qr ^ ^ 
infrared signals". It is therefore respectfully Sllbmitted mat ^ subjec , „ rf ^ ^ fa 
thus tacitly disc.osed in the application and would be understood as Su ch by one skilled in the 
art. As such, the Applicant respectfully submits that claim 36 compiies with written 
description requirement of 35 USC § 1 12. 
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Similarly, as for claims 39 and 40, it is respectfully submitted that replacing a camera for use 
as a measuring system by a motion sensor Or an infrared system would have been understock 
by one .killed in the art to be known and conventional. As such, the Applicant respectfully 
submits chat claims 39 and 40 complies with written description requirement of 35 USC t 

hi s 


Claims Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The Examiner has rejected claims 19, 30, 31 and 41 under 35 USC § 102(b) as bein t - 
anticipated by Hartman (US 5,759.339). The Exanuner also rejected claims 19-23. 30, 31 and 
41 as being anticipated by Persson (US 4,995,937). 

In his arguments for both bases of rejection under 35 USC § 102(b). the Examiner states tha, 
"Much a structure as in Hartman [or Persson] is capable of having the first predetermined 
length and the second predetermined length transversely extend beyond the web width, 
assuming the applicant uses a relatively narro w moving wr.h " (ou,. empha^. 

It is understood that should one use the apparatuses described in either Hartman or Perssan be 

used to dispense tape or ribbon to a moving web that has a widrh s maller than ,h» 

for which the apparatuses may he the guide arms as disclosed in Hartman and Persson 
would be able to physically be in a position whereby they "transversely extend beyond the 
web width". The Applicant has taken notice of the Examiner's argument and has amended 
mdependent claim 19 such as to specify that each of the first and second predetermined 
lengths transversely extend beyond the width of the widest web that can be used in the 
claimed apparatus, which is neither disclosed nor taught in either of Hartman and Persson In 
other words, in the claimed invention the first and second predetermined lengths extend 
outside Ifae path of any web to which a ribbon may be laminated. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that claim 19 as amended overcomes the 

Examiner's rejections under 35 USC § 102(b). 
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As for claims 20-23, 30, 31. and 41, they are dependant upon claim 19 as amended and are 
therefore patentable in view of Hartman and/or Persson. 

Notwithstanding the previous comment, the Examiner rejected claims 20 and 21 on the basis 
that Pexssou allegedly discloses that the traversing mechanism is a lead screw and the 
movement means is a lead nut. The Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Persson discloses as follows: 

(col. 3, lines 17-21) The beam 14 thus forms a stationary carrier beam which 
supports the rape applicators 19. The tape applicators 19 can be locked in selected 
position of adjustment along the beam 15 located above the carrier beam. 

(coL 4, lines 31-34) The applicator -setting beam 15 together with the tape 
applicators 19 locked thereto can be displaced in the direction of the longitudinal 
beam axis in relation w the carrier beam 14 (..,) 

(col. 4, lines 42-48) Longitudinal movement «f,h+ h eam 15 ls ^ rted hv mfinnv „ f 
a spindle 50 (FIG. 4) which engages in a screwthreaded bore in a part 5/ rigidly 
connected to th € beam 15, the spindle 50 also being journalled but locked against 
axial movement in a stationary frame part, which in the illustrated embodiment 
comprises one of the uprights 13. The spindle has fixed thereon a gear wheel 52 
which is driven, via a chain indicated at 53, by a positioning motor 54 illustrated in 
FIG. 1. The positioning motor 54 is controlled by a conventional edge detector 
(not shown), such that when the web 11 wandtrs lnt,mU y off course, rh* r^tnr y 
Will be activated ™ as to rotate the spindle 50 in nn e d^rti™ ^ fh e oth f r surh ^ 
t p maintain the avnlicataT-zetHn* W m ; 5 . ntui tho u gh ^ th * M pe QOT}licatnrx 
19 clamped t hereto, in a predetermined vosition r.t ^ to the w«h // irresnecih* 
of the lat eral movement o f the w *h [ 0 ur emphasis] 

(col. 7, line 61 to col. 8, line 22) A screw spindle 122 which extends parallel with 
tlte shaft 102 is journalled for rotation, but held again,* axial movement in two 
arms 121 which project out in the longitudinal direction of the web Jl from a 
frame leg 20 and from the horizontal beam 109 respectively. One end of the 
spindte 122 has fixedly mounted thereon a sprocket wheel 123. The spindle 122 
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extends through and is in sere* engagement with a screwthreaded bore provided 
in a block 124 [...I As a result of this arrangement, when the m 
and the blotk 17,4 consequent, m oy^ alone the ,»i « dlc. the finnr* i? ? ^ ^ 
carrier arranve^nt 07, WO WJ the attache ^ s* „ nd tke QT 
wit * tools 92 for movement in a horizontal »lnn„ ,„„^ elv to the di „^„ „ f 
travel of the wen II . The spindle 122 i, preferably driven by a setting motor, via a 
chain 126 extending around the sprocket wheel 123. The ^ttin, mt »„ t. 
control led by a te pwn ^b-ed?? detector (nor shn Wn > , H ch that wh/t „ rhd > w ^ , , 
Winders laterally^ course the mo tnr fa cmn ed to rotate th* m inM+ w ;„ M „ 
one direction or the other so as to hold th* armn^m^, 97. 98. 100 im 

the attachment beam M and the toot holder, 91 w ^ * nf s 92 in a »„^*^a 
position rel a tive to the ed^es of the web , i rr e spective of the lateral movement nfthe 
We h 11- Tour emphasis] 

It is therefore understood that in the apparatus disclosed in Persson, the spindle (lead screw) 
and screwthreaded bore (,ead nut ) configurations arc destined to move ennre arrangements i„ 
prc-deternuned position relative to the edges of the web. In other words, neither of the 
sp-ndie/screwthreaded bore configure of Persson can move any one of the tape 
applicators per se in relation to the beam or the carrier arrangement. 

In the present in.vent.on as claimed in claims 20 and 21. each guide arm is individual* moved 
along the guide rail by locking the !ead nut, which is moved by the Iea d screw. It i 5 therefore 
respectfully submitted that the subject matter of claims 20 and 21 is not disclosed nor taught 
by Persson. Furthermore, in view of the foregoing, it is also submitted font the subject matter 
of claim 23 is not disclosed nor taught by Persson. 

In view of the above, it is respectfully submitted mat the claimed invention is not anticipated 
be netther of HarHnan nor Persson and the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw his 

rejection. 


Claims Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The Examiner has rejected claims 23 to 29 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatenable ovt* 
Persson in view of Hart man. 


Tn view of the above, since independent claim 19 is patentable in view of both Haiman and 
Persson, it is respectfully submitted that claims 23 to 29, which depend upon claim 19, are 
also patentable. The Examiner is therefore respectfully requested to withdraw his rejection on 
that basis, 


The Examiner has also rejected claims 32 to 34, 36 to 39 and 42 under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
being unpatenable oveT Persson and Hartman in view of Shea (U.S. Patent Publication 
2002/0170938). 


As for Persson and Hartman, Shea does not disclose or teach a laminated apparatus wherein 
the first and second predetennined lengths each transversely extend beyond certain maximum 
length. Therefore, since the claims have been amended such that claims 32 to 34, 36 to 39 
and 42 include directly or indirectly such a limitation, for the same reasons as stated above, it 
is respectfully submitted that such claims are patentable in view of the cited prior art and thai 
the Examiner should therefore withdraw his rejection on that basis. 

The Examiner has also rejected claims 32 to 34 under 35 U$C § 103(a) as being unpatenable 
over Persson and Hartman in view of Blase (U.S. 4,962,639). 

As for Persson and Hartman, Blase does not disclose or teach a laminated apparatus wherein 
the first and second predetermined lengths each transversely extend beyond certain maximum 
length. Therefore, since claims have been amended such that claims 32 to 34 include directly 
or indirectly such a limitation, for the same reasons as stated above, it is respectfully 
submitted that such claims are patentable in view of the cited prior art and that the Examiner 
should therefore withdraw his rejection on that basis. 

The Examiner has also rejected claims 38 and 39 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatenable over Persson, Hartman and Shea further in view of Druecker (5,087,313). 
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As for the previously discussed prior art, Druecker does not disclose or teach a laminated 
apparatus wherein the first and second predetermined lengths each transversely extend beyond 
certain maximum length- Therefore, since the claims have been amended such that claims 38 
and 39 include directly or indirectly such a limitation, for the same reasons as stated above, it 
is respectfully submitted that such claims are patentable in view of the cited prior art and that 
the Examiner should therefore withdraw his rejection on that basis. 

Finally, the Examiner has rejected claims 39 and 40 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatenable over Fersson, Hartman and Shea further in view of Krayenhagen (U.S. 
5,244,518). 

As for the previously discussed prior art, Krayenhagen does not disclose or teach a laminated 
apparatus wherein the first and second predetermined lengths each transversely extend beyond 
certain maximum length. Therefore, since the claims have been amended such that claims 39 
and 40 include directly or indirectly such a limitation, for the same reasons as stated above, it 
is respectfully submitted that such claims are patentable in view of the cited prior art and that 
the Examiner should therefore withdraw his rejection on that basis. 

Since Applicant's amendments clearly place the claims into condition for allowance, and do 
not require any further consideration and/or search, Applicant requests that the above 
amendments be entered after final pursuant to 37 C-F.R. § 1.116. All pending claims are now 
in condition for allowance. Early and favourable action is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned, Applicant's Attorney of Record, to 
facilitate advancement of the present application. 
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